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Call to Order 

The meeting was called to order at 2:05 p.m. 

Dr. Breen advised that he was chairing the meeting in Dr. O'Brien's 
absence, who was presently out of town. He also advised that he would 
have to leave the meeting at 3:30 p.m. in order to catch a plane to Toronto 
and in the event that the agenda was not completed by that time, he would 
turn the Chair over to Dr. S. French, Dean of Graduate Studies. 


Undergraduate Curriculum Changes 


Prof. Whitelaw, in his preliminary remarks on the undergraduate curriculum 
changes for 1984/85, drew Senate's attention specifically to item 1., under 
General Comments, page 1, of the UCCC Report, (document 
US-83-10-D4), which relates to "part-time" and "evening" students. He 
advised that the matter was picked up in Recommendation 1, page 18, 
document US-83-10-D4, which he suggested be considered after the 
individual Faculty curriculum proposals have been dealt with. He further 
advised that the matter of resource implications was not a function of 
UCCC, other than to draw Senate's attention to those proposed changes 
which do, in fact, have resource implications of various magnitudes, which 
he presumed would be commented on, where appropriate, by the Deans or 
Faculty representatives in presenting the proposed changes to Senate. 
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Arts and Science 


Prof. Drysdale advised that he intended, because of the large number of 
departments in the Faculty of Arts and Science, to present the proposed 
curriculum changes by Division, which would be followed in each instance, 
by a motion to approve. 


Prof. Drysdale, in presenting and explaining the proposed curriculum 
changes in Division I, Faculty of Arts and Science, (document 
US-83-10-D1), noted the following corrections: 


Table of Contents - delete Etudes francaises, 


Page 2 - delete first paragraph headed "Modifications of programme 
requirements”. 


He also drew Senate's attention to the fact that there were a number of 
courses in Communication Studies and History, which involve the use of 
computers either in terms of computer literacy or computer application, 
which proposals were still under review and would be presented at the 
October 28, 1983, meeting of Senate. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF.DRYSDALE, SECONDED BY 
MR.LONGPRE, THAT THE CURRICULUM CHANGES IN DIVISION 
I, FACULTY OF ARTS AND SCIENCE, (DOCUMENT US-83-10-Dl), 
BE APPROVED, SUBJECT TO THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF UCCC 
AND THE COMPUTER SCIENCE SUB-COMMITTEE, (DOCUMENT 
US-83-10-D4). 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Prof. Drysdale presented and explained the proposed curriculum changes in 
Division II, Faculty of Arts and Science, (document US-83-10-Dl). 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. DRYSDALE, SECONDED BY MR. 
LONGPRE, THAT THE CURRICULUM CHANGES IN DIVISION II, 
FACULTY OF ARTS AND SCIENCE, (DOCUMENT US-83-10-DI),BE 
APPROVED,SUBJECT TO THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF UCCC 
(DOCUMENT US-83-10-D4). 


In response to a question concerning the academic impact of splitting a 6 
credit course into two 3 credit courses, Senate was advised there could be 
problems associated with that practice and that that issue has certainly been 
discussed over the past many years, both in the Arts and Science Faculty 
Curriculum Committee and at UCCC when such proposals have come 
forward. It was stated that when such proposals have been received, 
enquiries were directed to the departments concerned, as to whether the 
implications of such splits have been considered; whether or not it would be 
advisable to make the first half of the course a prerequisite to the second 
half; and if not, was the department being consistent in complying with the 
lack of prerequisites in the actual teaching of the course in question. 
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Furthermore, and in particular with respect to the present proposals from the 
Departments of Political Science and History, the matter was certainly 
brought to their attention, there was full awareness of the implications of 
such splits and they have tried to take into account the implications 

involved. At the same time, it was stated that it was not self evident that a 
given course should be offered in two 3 credit units as opposed to a single 6 
credit 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


Prof. Drysdale presented the curriculum changes in Division IV, Faculty of 
Arts and Science, (document US-83-10-Dl). He advised that the changes 
involved a very minor modification to programme requirements in the 
Liberal Arts College. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. DRYSDALE, SECONDED BY MR. 
LONGPRE, THAT THE CURRICULUM CHANGES IN DIVISION IV, 
FACULTY OF ARTS AND SCIENCE, (DOCUMENT US-83-10-D1), BE 
APPROVED, SUBJECT TO THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF UCCC, 
(DOCUMENT US-83-10-D4). 


In response to a question, Senate was advised that programme changes in 
any of the Colleges in Division IV, including the Liberal Arts College, that 
would reflect the curriculum as a result of last year's appraisals, would 
normally come forward in the course of the following year, i.e., one could 
expect such changes to be brought forward in the Spring, 1984. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


Prof. Whitelaw presented and explained the proposed Calendar statement 
relating to the 18 additional credits for mature entrants in Arts, (item VII, 
page 11, document US-83-10-D4), which was necessitated by the removal 
of the 6 credit English requirement resulting from the adoption of the policy 
on Competence in Written Expression approved by Senate last year. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WHITELAW, SECONDED BY MR. 
LONGPRE, THAT THE CALENDAR STATEMENT RELATING TO 
THE 18 ADDITIONAL CREDIT REQUIREMENTS FOR MATURE 
ENTRANTS TO B.A. AND B.ED. PROGRAMMES, BE CHANGED TO 
READ - "18 CREDITS CHOSEN WITH THE APPROVAL OF THE 
CENTRE FOR MATURE STUDENTS". 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Commerce and Administration 


Dean Appelbaum presented and explained the proposed curriculum changes 
in the Faculty of Commerce and Administration, (items VIII, 1. and 2., 
page 12, document US-83-10-D4). 
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IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN APPELBAUM, SECONDED BY PROF. 
WILLS, THAT THE CURRICULUM CHANGES IN COMMERCE AND 
ADMINISTRATION, (ITEMS VII, 1. AND 2., PAGE 11, DOCUMENT 
US-83-10-D4), BE APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Engineering and Computer Science 


Prof. Giguere presented and explained the proposed curriculum changes in 
the Faculty of Engineering and Computer Science, (document 
US-83-10-D2). 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. GIGUERE, SECONDED BY PROF. 
XISTRIS, THAT THE CURRICULUM CHANGES IN ENGINEERING 
AND COMPUTER SCIENCE, (DOCUMENT US-83-10-D2), BE 
APPROVED, SUBJECT TO THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF UCCC, 
CDOCUMENT US-83-10-D4). 


Prof. Whitelaw presented and explained the UCCC comments and 
recommendations on the proposed curriculum changes in Engineering and 
Computer Science. 


The lengthy discussion which ensued centered on the recommendation from 
UCCC, that the proposal to create Engr C215 be held in abeyance pending 
an assurance that the necessary equipment can be made available, (item 4.1, 
page 18, document US-83-10-D4). 


It was argued that UCCC had a duty to look at the academic content of the 
various courses presented to it and perhaps to signal to Senate those 
proposals that might have resource implications; that the primary role of 
UCCC was to look at the academic content of courses being proposed and if 
that academic content was valid and the courses were appropriate to the 
existing curriculum, those courses should be approved and offered; that if, 
on the other hand, there were no resources available, it was up to somebody 
else to make a decision, 1.e., Senate should not really be deciding that a 
particular course should be dropped simply because resources were not 
available; and that Senate would be establishing a precedent by approving 
the UCCC recommendation that Engr C215 be held in abeyance pending an 
assurance that the necessary equipment can be made available. 


It was stated that it was true that notwithstanding the approval of a 
programme by Senate, the resource implications would have to be 
considered by the administration and if the resources were not available, the 
course in question would not be offered. 


In response to the above, it was stated that Engr C215 was a core course as 
opposed to an elective course and if it was not offered, the students would 
not be able to graduate; that Engr C215 was approved by the Engineering 
and Computer Science Faculty Council; that UCCC has recommended that 
the course be "held in abeyance", which one would consider to be slightly 


different than a recommendation that it not be approved; that one tended to 
agree with UCCC that the course was going to cost money, but at the same 
time, one could not say what that cost was going to be; that a major study 
was presently being undertaken to ascertain what resources would be 
required to change the curriculum in the Faculty of Engineering and 
Computer Science, in order to make sure that there was computer literacy 
within the Faculty, which would be quite different than the computer 
literacy needs that Senate would be discussing at the next meeting; and that 
one was quite prepared to see this particular course put in abeyance until 
such time as the computer literacy needs of the Faculty of Engineering and 
Computer Science as a whole have been determined, provided that course 
proposals from all Faculties, which have computer resource implications, 
will also be put in abeyance until assurance has been given by the 
University that the money is available for implementing those courses. 


In response to a question concerning the resource costs associate with Engr 
C215, it was stated that the ball park estimate for that specific course would 
be between 100 thousand to 150 thousand dollars. 


It was countered however, that one did not agree with the 150 thousand 
dollar cost estimate quoted above, and it was argued that a more realistic 
figure would be in the 1/2 million dollar range or higher because what was 
being talked about was a compulsory course for all engineering students and 
it was a course which computer science students would also like to take, 
1.e., there was a potential enrolment of between 1500 to 1600 students, with 
the necessary number of computer terminals which would be required in 
order to adequately and properly service those students. 


During continued discussion it was argued that by accepting the UCCC 
recommendation concerning Engr C215, we would be setting a precedent, 
in the sense that Senate has never refused to accept or to recommend with 
respect to the offering of a new course on the basis of resources alone; that 
there have been past occasions where programmes have been blindly 
approved by Senate on the assurance that the necessary money would be 
found and if it wasn't found, the programmes would not be offered; that if 
Senate approves the recommendation that the proposal to create Engr C215 
be held in abeyance pending an assurance that the necessary resources can 
be made available, it should be prepared to apply the same ground rules to 
all future course proposals that come before Senate; that the Faculty of 
Engineering and Computer Science was simply asking for the opportunity 
to be able to introduce its students, particularly those in the Mechanical 
Engineering programme, to computer graphics and the technology 
associated with that, before they graduate; that students graduating in 
Engineering and Computer Science were presently entering the market place 
with absolutely no knowledge of computer graphics; that mechanical 
drawing was no longer being done by hand and computer graphics was 
used in 90% of all design being done today; that technology in this area was 
advancing at a very rapid rate; and that if we did not begin immediately to 
introduce engineering students to that technology, we Would not, within a 
very short period of time, have a valid engineering programme. 


In response to a suggestion that the existing computer graphics elective 
course already existing in the Faculty of Engineering might be used in place 
of the proposed Engr C 215 course, it was argued that the Faculty was 
already forced to limit enrolment in that course, with priority being given to 
Computer Science students; that the equipment which was used in 
connection with the computer graphics elective course had in fact been 
acquired through research money for the Centre for Building Studies; that 
without additional funding for the upkeep of that equipment, it was even 
doubtful that the Centre's facilities would be available for use by the 
Computer Science students next year; that to be consistent, Senate should 
adopt a resolution to the effect that the Engr C215 course be approved and 
that a nominal amount, e.g., 100 to 200 thousand dollars, be made available 
to the Faculty of Engineering and Computer Science so that the course could 
be developed, in the same context as the resolutions adopted by Senate with 
respect to Library funds and competence in written expression. 


With respect to the computer graphics elective course in the Faculty of 
Engineering and Computer Science, it was stated that the only way in which 
students in the Mechanical Engineering programme would be able to take 
that course was by making it a core course, because there was presently no 
room in that programme to introduce an additional elective; that the number 
of credits in the programme were limited by accreditation requirements; and 
that consequently, students in the Mechanical Engineering programme could 
not take advantage of the computer graphics elective courses, which, in any 
case, were not available because of the number of students already taking 
those courses at the present time. 


Further comments centered on the issue of comparison between Senate 
action with respect to Library funding and competence in written 
expression, and what was being proposed with respect to Engineering 
C215; the costs associated with the course; and clarification of the UCCC 
recommendation, (item 4.1., page 18, document US-83-10-D4). 


It was stated that the wording of recommendation 4.1., page 18, document 
US-83-10-D4, was designed to indicate that the course was not being 
turned down, but that the chances of it being given in the way in which it 
has been formulated, based on current knowledge, do not seem to be very 
good; and that "held in abeyance" presumably meant that, unless someone 
were to come along within the next two weeks saying that it could in fact be 
done, the course would have to be postponed for another year. 


The feeling was expressed that the text of recommendation 4.1., page 18, 
document US-83-10-D4, was both cumbersome and somewhat vague and it 
was suggested that it should be made identical to what was normally stated, 
Le., that Engineering C215 be approved, "subject to the availability of 
adequate resources". 


It was stated that the wording of the recommendation was specifically tied 
into the question as to whether or not it was going to be possible to 
announce the course in the 1984/85 Calendar, and that the Calendar deadline 
date was two weeks from now; that one would be delighted if Senate were 
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to adopt a resolution recommending that 150 to 200 thousand dollars be 
allocated to Engineering C215 and that it could be made known to the 
Faculty of Engineering and Computer Science within the next two weeks 
whether or not the money was going to be made available; that the wording 
of the UCCC recommendation simply reflected the fact that members of the 
Committee did not consider the possibility that Senate would adopt such a 
motion; and that the recommendation, as presently worded, meant that if the 
money was not forthcoming within the next two weeks, the course would 
simply not be inserted into the Calendar. 


The feeling was expressed that the discussion has been valuable particularly 
from the point of view that it has brought out what is at stake with respect to 
this matter, not only for the Faculty of Engineering but also for the 
University as a whole. However, it was also felt that most members have in 
fact been speaking in support of the motion on the floor and it was 
suggested that perhaps the question should be called. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN FRENCH, SECONDED BY PROF. 
DRYSDALE, THAT THE QUESTION BE CALLED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


THE MAIN MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED, (23 IN 
FAVOUR; 4 OPPOSED; 8 ABSTENTIONS). 


Fine Arts 


Dean Emery presented and explained the proposed curriculum changes in 
the Faculty of Fine Arts, (document US-83-10-D3). 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN EMERY, SECONDED BY PROF. 
FRIEDLAND, THAT THE CURRICULUM CHANGES IN FINE ARTS, 
(DOCUMENT US-83-10-D3), BE APPROVED, SUBJECT TO THE 
RECOMMENDATIONS OF UCCC, (DOCUMENT US-83-10-D4). 


Prof. Whitelaw presented and explained the UCCC comments on the 
proposed curriculum changes in Fine Arts, (pages 14 to 17, document 
US-83-10-D4). 


Issues, comments, and questions, which arose and were responded to 
during the discussion, centered on the necessity, rationale and 
appropriateness of the proposed Theatre Performance C417 (Audition and 
Resum6 Preparation), as a University level course. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 
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UCCC Recommendation concerning services to Part-time and Evening 
Students 


Prof. Whitelaw presented and explained the recommendation from UCCC 
concerning the matter of services to part-time and evening students, 
(Recommendation 1., page 18, document US-83-10-D4). 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WHITELAW, SECONDED BY PROF. 
DRYSDALE, THAT THE RECOMMENDATION FROM UCCC 
CONCERNING SERVICES TO PART-TIME AND EVENING 
STUDENTS, (RECOMMENDATION 1., PAGE 18, DOCUMENT 
US-83-10-D4), BE APPROVED. 


Dr. Breen stated that there was a time when students in Montreal who 
wished to pursue studies towards a degree on a part-time basis, could only 
do so at Concordia University; however, that situation has now changed as 
evidenced by recent statistics indicating that the U of M presently has 
22,000 part-time students, as opposed to no part-time students in 1950, 
UQAM has 14,500 part-time students, McGill, depending on how the 
figures are computed, has either 10,000 or 14,000 part-time students, and 
that Concordia has 12,000 part-time students. He advised that Concordia 
has become very conscious of the situation, particularly in view of the fact 
that there was a time when there were many more part-time than full-time 
students studying towards a degree, certainly at Sir George Williams 
University, whereas, perhaps partly because of the economic situation, it 
was quite possible that during the current year there may be as many 
full-time as part-time students at Concordia. He further advised that the 
Rector has mandated someone to research the situation and that once that 
information is available, he intends to strike a high level task force to deal 
with whatever problems might exist at Concordia. 


The feeling was expressed that the question of services to part-time and 
evening students was one of the most discussed items during Senate's 
lengthy deliberations on the Phase II, Mission Study Report; that Senate has 
in fact already assented to the content of the UCCC recommendation; and 
that the motion should be passed without further debate. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


Dr. Breen stated that as he had indicated at the beginning of the meeting, he 
was now turning the Chair over to Dean French. 


Report on the GPA System 


Prof. Whitelaw presented and explained the Interim Report from UCCC 
concerning GPA levels for determining academic achievement, (document 
US-83-10-D6). 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WHITELAW, SECONDED BY PROF. 
DRYSDALE, THAT PENDING FURTHER STUDY OF THE MATTER, 
THE GPA REQUIRED TO OBTAIN "DISTINCTION" BE 3.4, AND 
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THAT SENATE CONFIRM THAT THE GPA REQUIRED FOR "GREAT 
DISTINCTION" IS 4.0. 


In response to a question as to when Senate might expect to be able to 
debate the question of a possible change in the GPA required to obtain 
"distinction", Prof. Whitelaw advised that it was the intention of TJCCC to 
bring the matter forward to Senate as soon as comparable data from other 
institutions was available. He also advised that a decision to raise the GPA 
required to obtain "distinction" would presumably have to be phased in over 
a certain period of time, in order to provide students with the opportunity to 
adjust to the new requirement. 


During discussion concern was expressed over the number of "distinctions" 
which were awarded at the 1983 Spring Convocation, it being argued that 
15.4% represented a rather high proportion of the graduating class to be 
awarded such distinction. It was also suggested that a definitive discussion 
on the question of GPA levels for determining academic achievement should 
be held now by Senate, rather than postponing that discussion to later in the 
year. 


It was argued that unless the motion on the floor was approved now by 
Senate, there would be no basis in the Calendar upon which "distinction" 
could be awarded at all; and that what was now on the floor was basically a 
status quo motion which Senate should approve, so that we would at least 
have some basis on which to award "distinction" and "great distinction", at 
the next Convocation. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 
Ms. Murray requested that her abstention on the above vote be recorded. 


Report from the Steering Committee 


With respect to this Agenda item, it was explained that the issue involved a 
request which was made at the last Senate meeting, for Senate support of a 
motion which the Engineering and Computer Science Faculty Council had 
in fact addressed to the Board of Governors. Senate was advised that the 
Steering Committee spent considerable time discussing how the matter 
should be dealt with in Senate; that the Committee considered the possibility 
of not putting the item on the Agenda for this particular meeting, which in 
effect was a special Senate meeting; that it considered the effects of 
discussing the item under "Closed Session". etc., etc.; and that in the final 
analysis the Steering Committee came up with the resolution contained in 
document US-83-10-D5, which has now been circulated to members of 
Senate. It was further explained that it was the feeling of members of the 
Steering Committee that discussion of the motion from Engineering and 
Computer Science was inappropriate and might prove damaging, and 
should therefore be avoided if possible or at least kept to the very minimum; 
that the real problem that the motion was aimed at was in the area of our 
current search procedures, i.e., it expressed some frustration with the 
current search process, but that these procedures could not be modified 


while the current search was in progress; that consequently it was felt that it 
was inappropriate to discuss that process at this particular moment, but that 
Steering Committee should prepare something for discussion of that issue at 
a future date; that the motion of the Engineering and Computer Science 
Faculty Council seemed to condemn members of the Advisory/Search 
Committee, but that by reason of their confidentiality, it would be 
impossible for members to defend themselves at this time; and that the intent 
of the motion from the Engineering and Computer Science Faculty Council 
was presumably to diminish the damage from publishing the names of 
applicants, from the point of view of possible unattractive political 
overtones that might emerge or personal embarrassment to the applicants 
themselves, and that by pursuing the debate at Senate, we would in fact be 
increasing that damage. Finally, with respect to the resolution contained in 
document US-83-10-D5, it was stated that it was the feeling of the Steering 
Committee that it would be better to present such a resolution to Senate, 
rather than to simply recommend that the motion from the Engineering and 
Computer Science Faculty Council be tabled; but with the understanding 
that if an inappropriate discussion on the resolution from the Steering 
Committee begins to emerge, a simple motion to table would follow. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. MCEVENUE, SECONDED BY PROF. 
ARBUCKLE-MAAGE, THAT THE RESOLUTION FROM THE 
STEERING COMMITTEE, (DOCUMENT US-83-10-D5), BE 
APPROVED. 


With respect to the article in The Link which had prompted the motion from 
the Engineering and Computer Science Faculty Council, it was stated that 
there was a feeling among members of the Steering Committee that, given 
that certain candidatures had either been announced by the individuals 
themselves or by their sponsors, which was fairly well known information 
throughout the community, it was rather not surprising that it had been 
picked up by The Link, and that there was no real basis for assuming that 
that information had come from members of the Advisory/Search 
Committee. It was further stated that there was a concern over the current 
procedures and particularly that aspect which required evaluation of the 
performance of an incumbent, which evaluation in some sense must find 
fault, before the very legitimate process of search can be initiated; and that 
the Steering Committee had decided to focus its proposed resolution on the 
question of search procedures. 


It was stated that one could see the advantage in reviewing the selection 
procedures for senior officers of the University, but at the same time it was 
argued that this was not the most appropriate time for doing so, particularly 
considering the fact that one such search committee, as established by these 
procedures, was currently meeting and involved in a decision making 
process that will affect, to a great extent, the future of this University; that a 
Senate debate on the matter at this time would come in conflict with the 
deliberations of that committee; that debate on the issue at this time would 
very quickly lead to a discussion on personalities, either defending or 
literally attacking potential or known candidates to the position in question; 
that it was in the best interest of the University to delay discussion on the 


selection process for senior officers of the University, until such time that it 
would not be in conflict with the Advisory Search Committee which was 
presently sitting. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. LONGPRE, SECONDED BY MR. GOTT, 
THAT THE MOTION BE TABLED. 


THE MOTION TO TABLE WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


Next meeting 


83-10-16 It was announced that the next Senate meeting would be held at 2:00 p.m. 
Friday, October 28, 1983, in the Conference Room, Protestant School 
Board of Greater Montreal. 


Adjournment 
83-10-17 The meeting was adjourned at 4:10 p.m. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


